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DISCLAIMERS

. Product EndorsementA number of private firms, products or services are mentioned in
this report. Any such mention in this report is not intended as an endorsement by the
Colorado Department of Transportation.

. Omissions This report mentions a number of programs undertaken by local
governments, businesses and other organizations. This listing is not intended to be all
inclusive. Undoubtedly there are many additional efforts underway.

. Data AccuracyNumbers are used ithis report to show relative tendencies and trends.
Many of the numbers presented in this report are estimates. Some areegaifted (e.g.
Census or other survegpta on transportation mode use. Each number hatifferent
margin of error typically notidentified in this report

. Data Currency Most numbers used herein are derived from other reports and thus are
possibly several years old. Some of them have been updated one or more times during
the preparation of this report. Updated information mag hvailable from the various

sources identified in the List of References. The transportation marketplace is changing so
rapidly that new programs are emerging on a constant basis.



CHAPTER-1IINTRODUCTION

This plan isabout transportation choices If a person in Colorado wants to make a trip, what
choices are available? Whattlee current Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) role
in facilitatingor promoting these choices, and what shul / 5 folé [62an the futureTDOT
wants to encouragstrategies to manage the demand placed upon the existing transportation
network and to maximize the number of people moving anch@she transportation network.
Transportation demand management (TDBtjateges may be applied to commuter,

recreational, freight, or special event trips.

In 2015, he CDOR040Statewide Transportation
Planset forth four broad goals for meeting
transportation needs statewide over the next
guarter century(CDOT, 20Hj. Thesegoals ardo:

1 improve safety,

1 enhance mobility,

1 promote economic vitality, and

1 preserve and maintain thexésting

transportation system.

The mobility goalncludesthe need to improve
operational efficiencies anthe needto look for
opportunities to provde moremobility choices
and connections in future projects.

The need for transportation choices and the
viability of certain choices depends on the numb
of people thatcouldbe served. Large
concentrations of people and traffic are found
alongColora Q& LYy GSNBOFGS H
Corridor, from Colorado Springs through Denver
and on to Fort Collins/Greeley/Lovelartideavy
traffic also occurs on10 between the Denver
area andhe mountain communities of Colorado
SkiCountry.These areas are evident on the
accompanying Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) majgFigure 3 of currentcongestion on
the National Highway System

What happens to the Colorado congestion map
gKSY (GKS {4 GdSQa LI Lidz
demand increae 50 percent by 2040, as projecte
in the 2040 Statewide Transportation PfaiRor

every two people traveling in Colorado today,

Figure 1.

2011 RecurrindgPeak Period Congestion on
National Highway System Routes in Colorad

Green = uncongested; orange = congested;
red = highly congested

Figure 2.

2040 Recurring Peak Period Congestion on
National Highway System Routes in Colorad

N

i NI @S

(FHWA, 2015
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imagine a third in the futureFigure 2FHWA & LIS | rdep 16r2&48shows tfat

congestion on NHS routes is expectedgestionto worsen dramaticallyA recent CDOT
publicationindicates that Colorado hasroadwaya &8 8 a4 SY GKIF 0 ¢S R2 y2i KI
fully maintain. We have learnegiwe cannot jusbuild our way out of cogestioré (CDOT,

201%). CDOhas reported projected revenues of $21.1 billion for 2016 to 2040, but identified

needs of $46.0 billion, thus reflecting a shortfall of $24.9 bil{GDOT, 2015aA January 2017

report by the U.S. Department of Transportation reported a $926 billicastrfucture

investment need nationally (USDOT, 2817

A. What is TDM?

Animportant strategyf 2 NJ YSSG Ay 3 [/ 2 2riéddRigt@det moneffci@ntdsdNIi | ( A 2
out of existing transportation facilities. Decades ago, a somewhat cumbersome term was

coined to describe this approadilransportation Demand Managemenor TDMA TDMplan

adopted in 2012 by th®enver Regional Counoil Government{DRCOGgxplained TDM as

follows (note: underlining added for emphasis)

G¢ NI @St 5SYIYyRaally[38Y&gex G2 FLOAT{AOGIGS Y2
reducing singleccupant vehicle (SOV) travel by eliminating or shortening trips,

changing the mode of travel, or changing the time of day a trip is made. It includes

actions that increase transportation system efficiency through the promotion and

facilitation of alternative modes of travel such as, but not limitedcerpooling

vanpoolng, transit, bicyclingandwalking TDM strategies also include employsased

programs such aalternative work schedulesvhich can shift demand away from peak

travel times, andelework, which can reduce the necessity for trips and reduce
demandontheNB I A 2y Q& NI y {DBEQG, ROGA 2y aeadSyoé

TDM strategiesire not new During World War Il gasoline rationing, the U.S. government

encouraged citizens to save fuel by joining ® | NJ DOringz6e£19y0snany regional

carpool matching agencidegegan operation#n response to the 1973 OPEQrganization of

Petroleum Exporting State8)A £ LINA OS aK20]1 YR GKS ylaAaz2yQa
as mandated by the 1970 Clean Air Act and 1977 Clean Air Act Amendhtistasically igh

carpoding ratesof about 20 percent for commuting tripsererecorded in 1980, after the

secondOPE®il price shockCarpool ratehrave been declining ever sinceoday,only about 10

percent of U.S. commutercarpool.

CDOT developed®DM Toolkiin 2002(CDOT, 20G8, and a related report called
Transportation Demand Management & Corridor Proj¢CI3OT, 2009bThestrategies

January 201®raft 2 CDOT Statewide TDM Plan



identified in those reportsemain valid todaybut recent technological advances are rapidly
changing the TDM landscape. FHWAedadn itsown 2012 TDM Desk Referertbat,

G2 KAtS GNIRAGAZ2YI

¢5a

a0NJ} 6GS3ASa

adzOK |

a

programs are still vital and serve large sections of the population, new opportunities to
manage travel demand have emerged@cent years with the advent of technology (and
more importantly connectivity) to the transportation arena. Personal technology and
communication advances show promise in making personal travel decisions more

dynamic and fluid fFHWA, 2012

¢2RI8Qa dzasS 2F OSftf
transportation choices is excitingnd another
revolutionary changéooms large in the foreseeable
future. Many motor vehicles today already have
various technologies such as cruise control, crash
avoidance or parking assistance. Vehicle makers
FNBdzy R GKS ¢g2NI R | NB NI
OF NEé¢ F2NJ 0KS ¥ dzid doNdected
vehiclescouldoperate closer to one another with
improved safety and thua givenamount of roadway
space could serve greater vehicle throughpsiich
vehicles would alsomprove mobility for people who
are unable to drive

LIK 2

Automatedand connected/ehicle technology
promises toreduce crashesvhich are a major cause
of congestion. It woul@lsoreduce driver stress and
enablethe userto tend to other tasks instead of
driving. The change will not be instantaneous. Ther
will be atransition phase when some vehiclegar
automated and some are not.

Demographic change also is influencing the need f
future transportation choices. The Baby Boom
generation (1946 to 1964) after World War 1l grew
up withthe opening of the Interstate Highway
system and long enjoyed high &ds of automobile
availability.This age group is now beginning to entg
into retirement yearsAlthough their work commute
trips will decline, this generation is likely to demang

FHWAGuidance
Cl 21 Q{ TDM/Desk Reference
defines Transportation Demand

alyF3asySyd a al
aimed at maximizing traveler
OK2A0Saoe !a |y

more lanemiles, TDM strategies see
to get improved efficiency out of
existing transprtation infrastructure.
(FHWA, 2012a)

¢KS I 3Sy 08 QMitightiBglLJ
Traffic Congestion (The Role of
DemandSide Strategiesipdicates
OKFiZ awLy8 siakedes
to manage demand will be more
criticalto better transportation
operations and system performance
than strategies to increase capacity
0adzLILX &0 EGFRAWAE 2004)

The latter report adds that,
dalyl3aAy3a RSYIYR
Century goes beyond just
encouraging travelers to change thei
travel mode from driving alone to a
carpool, vanpool, public transit
vehicle, or other alternative.
Managing travel demand today is
about providing travelers, regardless
of whether they drive alone or not,
with informed choices of travel route
time, andlocation¢ not just travel

Y2RS d¢

a high level of mobility in their older years.

NBE G2 ¥

Some ecent transportation literaturesuggests thathe Millennialgeneration (born between
1983 and 2000) drives less than the Baby Boorfi¢8PIRG, 2013, 201%his is reflected in

January 201®raft
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current regional transportation plans, such as DBCO@040 Metro Vision Trasportation
Plan(DRCOG, 2®h), which indicates that regional vehicle nslaf travel (VMT) per capita
historicallygrewbetween 1970 and 20Q®ut hasrecentlyslowedd 5 w /201®ADrRual

Report on Traffic Congestion in the Denver Re@®COG, 2F48) indicates that VMT per
capitaincreased from 2000 to 2006, then decreased until 2013, and has increased again from
2013 to 2016, to almost 25 miles per person per daynajor national recession that began in
2008 may have influenced these findings. Aisblillennials are delaying their chifgising

years, perhaps their VMT will increase in the near future. In any evaattacontinued

population growth total travel demand will continue tmcreasen the coming decadeoth in

the Dener region andaround the state even if travel per capita does not increase

B. Population by Region
alye 2F (GKS ¢5a LINPINIYa RAaAOdzaaSR Ay (KAA
metropolitan areas, which are the Denver region (2010 populai@million), Pikes Peak
region Q.7 million) and North Frot Range region0(5 millior). Each of these areas is served by
a designated Metropolitan Planning Organizat{dPO)as required under Federal
transportation regulations. These are:
1 Denver Regional Council of Governmg@&COG)
1 North Front Range Metropdkan Ranning OrganizatiolNFRMPO)
1 Pikes Peak Area Council of Governments (PPACG)

Two otherColoradourban areagxceed 50,000 residents, so they also have an MPO, although
they have less congestion and less TDM involvement:
1 Pueblo Area Council of Governments (PACOG)

1 Grand Valley MPO

(Grand Junctiomrea) | Figure 3. MPO and Transportation Planning Region Boundaries

Upper Front Range

The rural counties of
Coloradodo not have MPOs
but instead work
cooperatively through ten
Transportation Planning
Region{TPRs)These are
generally named after the
portion of the state where
they are locatede.g, S0
Southeast, Northwest)

Northwest

Inte]rmountaln "‘

Eastern

Gunnison Valley

Central
Front Range
Figure 3shows he =
boundaries ofll 15 planning s
areas(five MPOs and ten ﬁ_\/’L S
TPRs) and@fable 1presents Southwest _

Southeast

. South Central

population data for thee : L

areas.

January 201®raft 4 CDOT Statewide TDM Plan
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Tablel. Colorado Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Transportation Planning Regions

Listed in Order of Population

PlanningOrganization 2010 Largest Counties Number and Names
Population | City
In 1,000s
Denver Regional Counci 2,799 | Denver 9: Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder,
of Governments (DRCO( Broomfield, Clear Creek, Denvg
Douglas, Gilpin, Jefferson
" Pikes Peak Areg@aouncil 651 | Colorado | 2: El Paso (part), Teller (part)
O | of Governments (PPACG Springs
% North Front Range MPO 489 | Fort Colling| 2: Larimer (part), Weld (part)
Pueblo Area Council of 159 | Pueblo 1: Pueblo
Governments (PACOG)
Grand Valley MPO 147 | Grand 1: Mesa
Junction
Intermountain TPR 161 | Glenwood | 5: Eagle, Garfield, Lake, Pitkin,
Springs Summit
Gunnison Valley TPR 100 | Montrose | 6: Delta, Gunnison, Hinsdale,
Montrose, Ouray, San Miguel
Central Front Range TPF 96 | Cdion City | 5: Custer, EPaso (part),
Fremont, Park, Teller (part)
Upper Front Range TPR 95 | Fort 3: Larimer (part), Morgan, Welc
Morgan (part)
Southwest TPR 92 | Durango |5: Archuleta, Dolores, La Plata
0 Montezuma, San Juan
E Eastern TPR 83 | Sterling 9: Cheyenne, Elbert, K&arson,
= Lincoln Logan, Phillips,
Sedgwick, Washington, Yuma
San Luis Valley TPR 64 | Alamosa | 7: Alamosa, Chafee, Conejos,
Costilla, Mineral, Rio Grande,
Saguache
Northwest TPR 60 | Steamboat| 4: Grand, Jackson, Moffatt, Rio
Springs Blanco, Routt
Southeast TPR 48 | Lamar 6: Baca, Bent, Crowley, Kiowa,
Otero, Rowers
South Central TPR 22 | Trinidad 2: Huerfano, Las Animas

Each of these 15 planning entities periodically updates its regional transportation plan, which

identifies existing conditionsrends, and transportation need81POs 2015;TPRs, 2015)
These plans describe the various TDM modes available in the respective regions.

January 201®raft
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C. Existing Congestion Levels

A study of congestion in many U.S. cities is condupztbdicallyby the Texa®\&M University
TexasTransportation Institut€TTI) The study estimates the number of hours of delay due to
congestion and assigns a dollar ceale to that delay. The 201¥lobility ScorecardTexas
Transportation Institute2015)includedcities in all five Colorado MPO regions, but none in any
of the ten TIRs The results are shown Figure4 andFigure5. (Note: The next TTI Mobility
Scorecard is expected to be released in 2018.)

Figured. Estimated Annual Delay Due CongestionAggregated by MP(2014
(Millions of hours per year)

DRCOG
PPACG mmmmmmmmmm 16
NFRMPO mmsm 7

PACOG = 2

GVMPO 1 1

Figure5. Estimated Annual Cost of Delay Due to Congestion, Aggregated by, 2612
($ Millions per year)

DRCOG 1 $2,218
PPACG ————— $356

NFRMPO ———= $158
PACOG = $38
GVMPO = $30

The TTI results suggest that time and money lost to congeatmhighest for the most

populated metro area, the Denver region, at 98 million hours and $2.2 billion annually in 2014.
This is almost four times as much as the total for the other four Colorado MPO regions
combined.Congestion costs in time and money are/dw for the other MPOs, generally in
relationto the regional population of eaclividing the

Denvermumbers by population yields approximately 3 A 2009 Census Bureau study
annualhours of delay and $808nnualdelay cost per estimated that the average America
resident commuter spends 1.2 years

commuting over his or her lifetime.
All of these figures are estimates dependentvarious (Census Bureau, 2009)

assumptions, so the exact numbers are not important.
The key message is that congestion is a costly problem and that the magnitude of the problem
variesby metroaresm 2 4t 2F / 2f 2N}F R2Qa 02y 3SaidAizy 200dz2NE

January 201®raft 6 CDOT Statewide TDM Plan



D. Transportation Mode Use by Region

Year 2015 Census Bureau estimates of transportation mode from theridam Community
Survey (ACSYe alsashown inFigure6. Coloraddhas an estimated B.million workers, of
whom about 1.5 million are in the Denver metro ardhe Denver metro area accounts for
more than half the statewidevorkers, and also more than half thuse for every transportation
mode. Figure6 omits the 75 pecent of state residents who commute by driving alone, and
focuses on showing use of all other transportation mode®very region of the state,
carpooling is the mostised alternative to driving alone, and working at home is the second
most-used alternaive.

Figure6. Commuter Transportation Use Other than Ditig Alone, by Region (2015 ACS Data)
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0 II RO | || N PRRN SRR (N N PNEN SN T R
o < O O O Q Q X X Q X © < N
o‘*go qu(“ $<33§ c§§ © \&’@& 60«\"‘\5:0\)&\“1(2 «“J‘OQ @‘;&ééo&*\&% %7’0\&%05&@& c}"&:@\&
Metro Area or Transportation Planning Region
Carpool 2-4 mWork @ home mWalk mBicycle mTransit m Motorcycle/cab/etc. mVanpool 5+

In Figure6, the regions are ordered not by residential population by instead by the number of
estimated commuters in the region.

TheseACSstimates from the Census Bureau differ from other reported resul@ailorado
regionaltransportation plans and from a Front Range Travel Survey done in Bot@ver, he
ACS data cover all geographic areas of interest and were prepared in a uniform rthnser
offering comparabilityUnfortunately, he ACS estimates are far from perfdebr exampleACS
dataindicate that 274 persons in Colorado commuted by ferryboat, inclutidégersons in
the Denver metro areal' hecorrect numbers foferryboat usethroughout Colorado should
probably be zeroThe exact number$or alternative mode usare not asmportant as the
relative mode use within a region and the differences between regions

January 201®raft 7 CDOT Statewide TDM Plan



Tables 2 and 3present the numbers that areharted in the preceding figure.

Table2. Metro AreaEstimated Transportation Mode of Commuter Trips, 2015Pearcent

Place Drive | Carpool | Work | Transit | Walk | Bike |  Other: Vanpool
Alone| 2to4 at taxi, >=5
persons | Home motorcycle | people
National Total*| 76.4 9.0 4.4 51| 28| 0.6 1.3 0.4
Colorado Totdl | 75.3 9.1 6.7 3.2 30| 1.3 1.1 0.4
Denver metro| 75.1 8.3 7.0 45| 25| 1.2 10 0.3
Colorado Spring] 78.0 9.9 58 08| 36| 05 12 0.4
metro
N. Front Rang{ 76.3 8.9 6.6 1.0 25| 3.0 1.2 0.3
Pueblo metro|] 79.9 11.5 3.0 0.7| 27| 05 0.7 0.7
Grand Junctior] 78.1 10.0 5.1 05| 29| 1.2 1.7 0.4
Selected locales within the Denveegion:
Denver city 70.3 8.2 6.5 6.8 45| 2.3 1.0 0.3
Bouldercity 52.5 50| 11.7 8.4| 10.6| 10.4 1.3 0.2
(Census Burea2019
Downtown 385 52| 22| 406] 56| 65] 1.2 | 0.2
Denver (Downtown Denver Partnership, 2015

* National and State totahclude both urban and rural areaand thus are not comparable to
the rest of the percentages in this table of metropolitan areas.

Table3. TPREstimated Transportation Mode of Commuter Trips, 2015, in Percent

Transportation | Drive | Carpool | Work | Transit | Walk | Bike Other: Vanpool
Planning Alone| 2to4 at taxi, >=5
Region persons| Home motorcycle | people
Intermountain| 68.3 9.9 7.3 6.2| 4.7 2.0 0.7 0.7
Gunnison| 66.5 12.0 6.8 23| 7.2 2.8 1.4 0.9
Valley
Southwest| 71.7 10.4 7.3 13| 53 2.3 1.4 0.3
Upper Front| 79.2 10.5 5.2 06| 23 0.6 1.2 0.4
Range
Eastern| 74.6 11.5 8.2 04| 4.2 0.1 0.8 0.4
Northwest| 68.1 11.0 8.1 18| 5.8 1.9 0.7 2.6
San Luis Vallel 73.5 10.5 8.1 04| 4.0 2.7 0.4 0.2
Southeast 75.2 11.1 6.7 05| 48| 04 1.2 0.0
Central Front 76.9 10.8 4.9 04| 33 1.1 1.2 0.4
Range
South Centra| 72.8 11.2 5.0 12| 7.9 0.2 1.0 0.6
(GCensus Bureau2019
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Table 2also contains ACS data for thiéiesof Denver and BouldeAdded at the end oTable 2
are results for downtown Daerer only, taken from a 2015 survéowntown Denver
Partnership, 2015). This not ACS data. These results show extremely different commuter
choices for dense downtown Denver than are characteristic of the rest of the city.

For example, solo driving downtown Denver is roughly half thate found citywide, and the
40.6 percent rate of transit usage downtownistotally unlike the rates of one to six percent
found elsewhere. High parking costs in downtown Denver contribute to this outcome.

Driving aloneis the mostchosen means of tragportation to work in every metro area and
every planning region of Colorado. the tables, the highest drivealone percentagés found in
Pueblo(79.9%)

Carpoolingis the mostused commuting alternative to driving alone in all
regions of the state. An estimated 233,000 workers catpouat of 2.5 million
workers.Among the urban areasarpooling is highest iRueblo(11.5%)

Carpool rates of 10 to 12 percent argigal in the noAmetro transportation
planning regionsCarpooling is lowest ithe cities ofDenver(5.2%)and
Boulder(5.0%) where the transit use is highest. This suggests that people will
use transit where good service is available, but otherwise reeitle for
carpooling.

Working at homeis the secondnost used commuting alternative in every
region of the state. An estimated 172,000 workers statewide work at home
on a regular basjsaccording to the 2015 ACS datae(ty of Boulder had

the highes rate (11.7%) of teleworkerfates of 5 to 8 percent were typical
in nonmetro TPRs.

In most parts of Coloradevyalkingto work is the third mosused alternative
to driving alone but not in theDenver metro area and the Intermountain
TPRwhere extansive transit options are availabM/alking to work accounts
for 2.5 to 3 percent of work trips in metro areaand higher percentages in
the nonmetro regions. Highest rates were noted in Boulder and downtown
Denver.

Bicycle commutings most prevalenin the Gty of Bouder (10.4%) and
downtown Denvel6.5%) Boulder is home tthe University of Colorado
(32,000 students) anis a venbicycleoriented communiy, as discussed later
in this report.Bicycling commuter rates of 1 to 2 percent are typicahgtro
areas while rates of 2 to 3 perceate typical in normetro TPRs.
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Transitincludes bus, light railcommuter rail and other serviced ransit
accounts for about 40 percent of commuting to downtown Denver, 8.4% of
commuting in theGty of Boulder and 6.2 percent of commuting in the
Intermountain TPRCommuting ates of less than one percent are typical in
most other urban and nowirban areas wheré&ransit service is less robust.

Vanpooingis the least used transportation alternagivaccounting for less
than half of one percent in most Colorado regioA&S data categorize
carpools by number of occupants. Persons in atmansit vehicle with five or
more occupants are shown as vanpoold able 2 Formal public vanpool
programs areavailable in the Denver, North FriobRange and Pikes Peak
regions.

_ArARA
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E. Planning for the Future
Referring back to the congestion mapd-igure landFigure2, congestion can be expected to

increase throughout the state in the future, and particwairi thefastest growing areas.

FigureZ T NRY /SetbvadeIranhgpOrtation Plamdicates a 50 percerdxpected
AYONBIAS Ay (KS adl dSQa LI Lz I peicéhthcréaseins SSy
vehicle miles traveled between 2014 and 2040.

Figure7. Colorado Population and Traffic Growth Outlook
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5,443,613 6,454,861 7925,230 third person in 2040.
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5.0 M FRONT RANGE & “
m EE_E(_T MOUNTAIN CORRIDORS
roe l: proke Jx ("A" .:1‘\ { Trare port :"::4.1;

aphers OMfic

VSIATE HIGHWAYS AlD LOCAL ROADS 2014.2040 For each two vehicles on
RSITIS) FERE FERERE the road in Colorado
bl Wawew HWEEEW today, expect a third

48:18 5788 6978 vehicle in 2040.
orce Colorado Departmenn. of TaUROMATon, 2014

(CDOT, 207)

Some Colorado communitiémve established specific quantitative goals for aging their
future vehicle useExamples discussed here are the Denver region, the City of Bouhdiethe

City of Aspen.
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The DRCOG 208%etro Vision Plasets the following interelated goals pertaining to

transportation, greenhouse gas emissions and land use:

A

A
A
A

Recall fronirable2 that the percent of SOV (Drive Alone) trips in the Denver Region for 2015

Reduce the percent of trips to work by single occupancy vehigley¥) to 65 percent by

2035

Reduce the regional per capita VMT by 10 percent (8520
Reduce the annual per capita greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector
by 60 percent by 2035
Urban centers will accommodate 50 percent of new housing and 75 percent of new

employment between 2005 an2035(DRCOG, 2a)

wasapproximately 75 percentso the 65ercentgoal would represent a major reduction. The
greenhouse gas emission goal will not require a 60 percent reduction in driving beeaiesal F
motor vehicle standardsandated in 2012all for increasingly clean&ehicles in the years

ahead.Concentration of new housing and new jobs in specified urban centers means increased
development and redevelopment densities, particularly in theenity of light rail stations.

¢ KS

I Ade

27

. 2dzf RSNE
presented earlier)desires to take that effort to the next level. TReA (P@1@Taansportation
Master Plarcalls for major reductions in SOV use by 2035, coupled with increases in the use of
all alternative modes. These goals are presentetable 4 In this table multiple-occupant
vehicles means carpools and vanpodlste that Boulder desires a reductiontime multi-
occupant travel percentage by its residents, converting some of this tenmaorized modes.

I £ NBI R&

Table4. City of Boulder Transportation Mode Targets for 2035

aKz2gy dablen S

Resident Travel Non-Resident Travel
Travel Mode Current 2035 Target Current 2035 Target
Pedestrian 20% 25% 0% 0%
Bicycle 19% 30% 1% 2%
Transit 5% 10% 9% 12%
Drive Alone 36% 20% 80% 60%
Multi-Occupant 20% 15% 10% 26%

(City ofBoulder, 2014

Aspenis a premieiColoradoskiing destination located approximately@iiles west of Denver.
The 1993Aspen Area Community Pladopted policies and strategies seeking to limit traffic at
1993 baseline levels through the year 2015 (which has now padtedD12 Plan update calls
for continued effortsto reduce peakhour vehiclerips to below 1993evels City ofAspen,

2012).

l A LISY

G2RI &

A a

aSNDSR

0e

4dKS

adlrdsaQa

4dKS

aSO02yR

Transportation District), the Roaring Fork Transportation Authority, which is discussed later in
this report.Aspen ale has a free carpool matching servizegt / 2 Y Y dzii S Ndnd p2oyide$ O G £ 0

free parking permits for carpools.
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Colorado Springs and Pueblo do not have aggressive mode share targets such as those
discussed above, but do call for expansion of transportatiornrraditeves. The2012 Pikes Peak

Area Council of Governments Sustainability Plan called for doubling transit use in the Colorado
Springs Area from 1.2 percent to more than 3 percent by the year 2030, noting that a new,
dedicated funding source would be need&dmake thishappen (PPACG, 201Zhe2040 Long
Range Transportation Plan adopted by the Pueblo Area Council of Governments calls for more
than doubling its facilities available for bicycling from 531 existing miles to 1,243 miles in the
future (PACOG,®16).
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CHAPTER-ZDMCORE STRATEGIES

TDM strategies are often associated with commuter trips to wanks is logical becauseork
trips are frequent (e.g., five days per wesk)they have a large contribution to congestion.
Since wrk trips alsohave apredictable,repetitive trip origin and destination (home and work)
targeted efforts can be used to provi@éfective alternatives to driving alonéccordingly,
much of this report focusson TDM measures that address work tri@her trip types will be
addressed irChapter 5of this report

/ 5 h ¢ Q arDM Toglkitdentified a list offDM core strateg® which are mostly the actual
transportation modesised to reduce vehicle use, and a lisT&M support strategiesvhich
are waygo increase the use of those modes. These are listed below.

Core TDM Strategies TDM Support Strategies

Transit¢ LocalRegional Rideshare Matching

Intercity Transit Guaranteed Ridelome

Vanpools Parking Management

Carpools Incentives

Walking Marketing and Education

Bicycling Market-Based Strategies

Variable Work Hours Intelligent Transportation Systems

Telecommuting TDMFriendly Design Considerations
(CDOT2002

The core strategies listed above are discussed in this chdptewed by a discussiarf Park
and-Ride LotsThe TDM support strategies are discusse@hapter 3

A. Transit (Local Regional)

/ 5 h ©®ision of Transind Raiprepared the2015 Statewide TransitPlani 2 Sa Gl 6f A a K

framework for creating an integrated statewide transit system that rséle¢ mobility needs of

Coloradans, while minimizirgdzLJX A OF G A2y 2F STFF2NILaA FyR €S
y2iSa GKIG a¢NIyard Oamit&lio ubah ardas sote fara oflya |
GNYyaAd A& F@LATlI0otS Ay Ylye LINI&a 2F (KS

TheStatewide Transit Plaidentifies a total of eightirbantransit systems in Colorado, as listed
in Table5. The largest of these is the Regional Transportasirict (RTD) serving the metro
Denver area, which is funded by a regiona¢ @ercent sales taxSales and use tax provided
pnoy: 2F we¢5Qa ( dhildfdes pMdbides ghaaRiional 128 (RTDv 2015).

Most urban transit systems in Colal@do not have a dedicated tax revenue like RTD does.
Urban transit systems in Colorado Springs and Fort Collins serve abaotitidigth as many
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passengers as RTD, and the othdyanbus systems in Colorado carry fevwassengersas
detailed inTable5. These are transit agency profile data reported 20046 (FTA, 2017).

Table 5. Colorado Urban Transit SystebBata for 2016

Regional Transportation DistrigtDenver 103 $521
TransFort; Fort Collins 4.1 15
Mountain Metro¢ Colorado Springs 3.4 20
Pueblo Transit System 0.9 4.7
Mesa County, Grand Junction 0.8 3.5
GreeleyEvans Trans{GET) 0.7 3.8
VRide, Inc: Denver 0.2 1.1
City ofLoveland Transit (COLT) 0.1 1.4
North Front Range MPO 0.1 0.7
(FTA, 201y

In 2014,aboutc M LISNOSy i 2F we¢5Qa 02FNRAYy3IaA 6SNBE YIRS
light rail, and 14 perceran Free MallRide, Free MetroRide, @aRide Accessa-Ride, and
special event servicRTD, 2015).

On US Highway 36 between Denver and Bouldei D alsoperatesbus rapid transi{BRT)
service calledhe @ Ct | (0 A BBRY sefvitedmSdpdovided in Fort Colling ¢ a ! and 0
offered between Aspen and Glenwood Spridgs S f 2 O Seefigtire8é 0 ®

Figure 8 TransFort MAX Bus Rapid Transit Vehicle on Mason Street in Fort Collins
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Usage and cost statistics for Color&n@ral transit systems are presented belowTiable 6.

The boardinglata listed below for rural transit generally are totals for a number of small transit
systems across a multounty area. Many of these do not offer fixed route service but are
demandresponsive. In some cases, users have to call one or more days altend tf

request a ride.

Table 6. Colorado Rural Transit Systebata for 2016

Intermountain(8). Roaring Fork Transportation 9.2 $57
Authority; Summit County; Eagle County RTA; Tow

Breckenridge; Town of Snowmass Village; City of

Glenwood Springs; Crested Butte; Garfield County

Southwest(7): Town of Mountain Village*; City 3.7 8.6
of Durango; Town of Telluride; San Miguel

County; Southern Ute Community; Montezuma

Senior Service; Dolores County Senior Services

Northwest(2): City of Steamboat Springs; City of 1.7 5.6
Winter Park

Gunnison Valley?): GV Transportation Authority; 0.2 2.3
Montrose County Seniors

Eastern(2): NE Colorado ALG; East Central Counci 0.2 1.5
Local Governments

Central Front Rang@): City of Cripple Creek; i 0.07 0.7
City Golden Age Council; Wet Mountain Valley

Southeast(2): Prowers County; City of La Junta 0.04 0.5
South Centrafl): Huerfano/Las Animas COG 0.03 0.6
San Luis Vallgyl): Neighbor to Neighbor 0.01 0.2
NONTRR, Nowm | NJD(4)yVéa Mobility Services 0.3 6.0

(Boulder) NFRMPQSenior Resource Development
Agency(Pueblo);Snior<Resource CenteBpulde)

(FTA, 2017)*Town of Mountain Village has free gondola tran&it8 millionannualboardings

The boundaries of th& PR served by the respective regional planning entities referenced in
Table6 were previously presented ifrigure 2 The locations of Colorado transit operators, both
urban and rural, are mapped Figure 9
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Figure 9. Map ofColorado Transit Agencies
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(Colorado Association of Transit Agencies, 2017

A highly unusual rural transit system is the Roaring Fork Transit Authority (RFTA), which
operates in the Intermountain Transportation Planning Region (TPR). RR&Aaigestrural
transit system in the U.Sthe second largest transit system in Colorado (after RTD), and the
first rural transit agency to construct and operate a BRE
system. In operation since 1983, RFTA serves the
communities of Aspen, Snowmass Village, Pitkun@y,
Basalt, and a portion of Eagle County, Carbondale,
Glenwood SpringdNew Castleand Rifle The name of Rm
the BRT service is VelociRFTA and the logo is a spee FAST. FUN. FREQUENT.
velociraptor dinosaur. RFTA routes within Asgeitkin
County) are fardree.

VELOCIRFTA: BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT)

Summit Stge, another transit system in the Intermountain TPR, providesffae service
throughout Summit CountylLocal service in Steamboat Sprifiysrthwest TIR) is also free.
Farefree serviceencourages transit useyoids boarding delays and reduces admmaiste,
security and accounting needs (but alsvenue) for the operator.

Free transit service in mountain ski areas helps to reduce congestion as well as air pollution
which could easily be trapped by thermal inversions in mountain valleys. It also responds to the
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reality that housing prices in ski resort areas may be unaffordable for ski resort workers who
necessarily must live somewhere cheaper anthmute to the resrts. For example, Census
data suggest thaB7 percent othose who work in the Town dreckenridge live outside the
town (Town of Breckenridge, 2016yee transt servicedecreases parking demand in mountain
communities where meeting visitor parking riseis often a challeng@dditionally, free fare
transit is a way that resort areas cater to tourists.

The City of Lone Tree identified a transit gap not served by the RTiD a@di4partnered with
private sector employers to provide weekday circulatenvgce called the Lone Tree Lifkis

free shuttlg with service every ten minutesonnects major employers on Park Meadows Drive
with the Lone Tree RTD light rail statidime Link consists of four Jsassenger, gasolire

powered buseslt is estimatedhat the service served 60,000 boardings in its first year (or
roughly 250 per day) at a cost of $775,000. Of this, $250,000 was paid by the city, and the
remainder by the privatemployers (Denver Post, 204,68Castle Pines Connection, 20115

2017, theCity announced it was teaming with Uber to provide free service anywhere inside City
limits (KDVR, 2017).

In addition to the transit systems discussed above, human service organizations often provide
specialized transportation for clients of their progranThere are about 45 such providers in
the Denver area and ttal of 82in the five urban areas served by MPOs. Examples include Via

a2oAfAlGe® 6. 2dzZ RSNDOS {SyA2NAQ neé&dcasdduorddo/ Sy i S NJ

Springs), Senior Resource BPepment Agency (Pueblo), and Colorado Weésntal Health
(Grand Junction).

B. Intercity Transit

Intercity transit serves passengers traveling between cities or metro areas, rather than local
trips within those areasTheStatewide Transit Plamotes thatsome transit services that are

not well suited for commuting purposes, due to their infrequentvéee. These include both
Amtrak routes (the California Zephyr and the Southwest Cimeéfploradg along withexisting
intercity bus services su@s Greyhound, Trailways, ahds Paisano3.hese services serve
important trips, buttypically not commuting trips.

Intercity Rail Service

A number of studies have been completed over the years to examine the feasibility of
passenger rail service alotfte Colorado Front Range (generallydeling northrsouth

Interstate 25, andbetween Denver and the mountain ski areas (followH7@ lon the map).

There is considerable public interest and support in these ideas, but lack of funding has typically
been the obstacle to pursuing these.

|-70 West MountainCorridor / 5h ¢ Qa ! Rl yOSR DdzARS¢gl & {eaisSy
completed in August 2014 and evaluated technology, alignment and funding/financing options

to determine thetechnical and financidkasibility of a highspeed transit system for the 120

mile segment of the-Y0 Mountain Corridor from @70 in Jefferson County eagle County

Regional AirportL i O 2 y Of AgRIQ®R 4, th& AGS B nai financially feasible. There are no
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currentlocala G I § SK FSRSNI f Fdzy RAYy3I &a2dzNOS& ARSYUGATASRK
capital costs were estimated &13.3 t0$16.5 billion(CDOT, 201).

I-25 Corridor, Denverto Fort Colline KS t NEFSNNBR ! f (i Ry l2EiFin@dS Ay /
Enviromental Impact Statemen(FEISihcluded commuter rail service with nine stations

connecting Fort Collins to downtown Denvéhe Record of Decision for this FEIS identifies the

need for $26.2 million to preserve rigbf-way for future commuterail (CDOT2011).The2014
CDOTnterregional Connectivity Stu@gtimated the cost of higepeed rail connecting these
communities to be $2.5illion (CDOT, 2013}

I-25 Corridor, Fort Collins to Pueblo

The2014 CDOTnterregional Connectivity StudiCS) evaluated alignment alternatives for
implementing highspeed passenger rail service between Fort Collins and Pueblo, connecting
major cities along the-25 corridor. The study recommended an Initial Operating Segment (10S)
from Fort Collins to Briaede. This alignment bypassed downtown Denver but provided service
to Denver International Airport. A subsequent analysis, the ICS Interoperability Report (2017)
documented preferred alternatives, explored interoperability issues, and identified rail
techndogies to provide better access to downtown Denver. This report resulted in three final
alternatives, with capital costs ranging from $9.7 to $11.5 billion.

Current Efforts Front Range Passenger Rail

In 2017, the Colorado General Assembly establishedsouthwest Chief and Front Range
Passenger Rail Commission. One of the key directives is to facilitate the development and
operation of a Front Range passenger rail system that provides passenger rail service in and
along the 125 corridor. The Commissi submitted a phased plan which includes: 1) definition

of a service vision; 2) formation of a governing authority; 3) a federal project development
process; and 4) final design and construction. The anticipated timeframe for project completion
is 15 yeas.

Intercity Bus Service
Existing intercity bus services in Colorado are showrigarel0, taken from theStatewide
Transit Plan

The one intercity transit service that is designed to accommodate daily commuting is the
Bustang service that was begun®ROT iduly2015. As shown iRigurell, Bustang routes

take passengers alongb between Colorado Springs and Denver, ale2i between Fort

Collins and Denver, and alonrgQ between Glenwood Springs and Denver. Prior to initiation of
Bustang, theublicly fundedFront Range Express (FREX) provided similar service between
Colorado Springs and Denvesm 2004 to 2012
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FigurelO. Existing Intercity Bus Services in Colorado
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Figure 11 Intercity CDOT Bustang Service Routes,
2017 (note: expanding in 2018. See Bustang website)
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The2015 CDO%tatewide

Transit Plamecommended the
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Interregional Express Routes to
connect Denver and Greeley,

as well as Colorado Springs and
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7t0128 S NEE O665h¢X Hn
The same plan recommended
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service on 26 routes around
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new rural regional service
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